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Summary

In 1998 the Ministry of Defence (MoD) decided that the UK Army required a fleet of
armoured vehicles to fulfil the expeditionary role envisaged in the Strategic Defence Review.
Experience on operations in Iraq and Afghanistan has underlined the requirement for a
vehicle which is manoeuvrable yet has sufficient armoured protection.

To meet urgent operational need the MoD has had to upgrade the armour of a range of
existing vehicles. It has also procured UK-made Vector protected patrol vehicles and US-
made Mastift armoured vehicles for deployment to Iraq and Afghanistan. These vehicles,
which cost a total of £120 million, do not provide a long-term solution to the requirement
for a medium-weight fighting vehicle.

Since 1998 the MoD has sponsored two collaborative programmes to meet this longer-
term requirement: the UK / US TRACER programme and the UK / German MRAV
‘Boxer’ programme. Both programmes ended in their ‘concept’ stage after the MoD had
spent a total of £188 million.

Between 2001 and 2003 the MoD commissioned Alvis Vickers to carry out ‘concept work’
on a new programme: the Future Rapid Effect System (FRES). There appears to be little
tangible output from this concept work which cost the MoD a combined total of £192
million.

In 2004 the MoD announced a two year Initial Assessment Phase (IAP) for the FRES
programme—since extended to July 2007. Atkins has been appointed by the MoD as
‘Systems House’ to the FRES project, and nine Technology Demonstrator Programmes

(TDPs) have been awarded. The TDPs will culminate in a ‘trial of truth’ in the summer of
2007.

The FRES programme is expected to deliver 3,000 vehicles in 16 battlefield roles. It will
comprise three families of vehicles: Utility, Heavy and Reconnaissance. The MoD plans to
deliver the Utility vehicle first. The MoD has set four key requirements of the FRES Utility
vehicle: ‘survivability’ through the integration of armour; ‘deployability’ by the A400M
aircraft; networked-enabled capability through the integration of digital communication
technology, and through-life upgrade potential throughout its anticipated 30 year service
life.

The requirement is challenging. There is a tension between the vehicle weight requirement,
its upgrade potential over its lifetime and the ability to transport it by air. Additional
armour has already increased the weight requirement of FRES from 17 tonnes to between
20-27 tonnes. If the requirement is continually revised a vicious circle of delays to the
programme could result.

The expected In-Service-Date for FRES has slipped from 2009 to “the early part of the next
decade”: the Systems House doubts that it will be achievable before 2017. The MoD will
now not announce a target In-Service-Date for FRES until the programme has passed its
Main Gate assessment.
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The MoD’s attempts to meet its medium-weight vehicle requirement have been a sorry
story of indecision, changing requirements and delay. It is high time the MoD decided
where its priorities lay. We shall take further evidence on the FRES programme in the
Autumn of this year.
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1 Introduction

1. In this report we examine the progress of the Future Rapid Effect System (FRES): the
Ministry of Defence (MoD) programme to equip the Army with a medium-weight
armoured vehicle capability. The Defence Committee has considered aspects of the FRES
programme as part of wider inquiries on five occasions since 2002: A New Chapter to the
Strategic Defence Review;' Defence White Paper 2003;* Future Capabilities;® and, in 2006,
The Defence Industrial Strategy: update* and The work of the Defence Science and
Technology Laboratory.”

2. On 26 October 2006 we announced our inquiry into the FRES programme.® Our inquiry
has examined the Army’s operational requirement for a new fleet of medium-weight
armoured vehicles and how the MoD plans to meet this requirement in both the short and
long term. We investigated the anticipated In-Service Date (ISD) for the FRES fleet and
looked at how other nations were meeting their requirement for medium-weight armoured
vehicles. Our inquiry also examined how the MoD planned to manage the capability gap in
its armoured vehicle fleet between now and the anticipated FRES ISD. We also considered
the implications for the FRES programme of the MoD’s decision in July 2006 to procure
US-made Cougar (Mastiff) and UK-made Vector armoured patrol vehicles for deployment
to Iraq and Afghanistan.

3. In undertaking our inquiry, we had a briefing on 5 December 2006 from representatives
of some of the companies involved in the FRES programme: Atkins, BAE Systems, General
Dynamics UK and Thales UK. This briefing was held in private owing to the commercially
sensitive stage of the FRES programme.

4. We took oral evidence on 12 December 2006 from the MoD officials responsible for
delivering the FRES programme: Sir Peter Spencer KCB, Chief of Defence Procurement
(CDP); Dr Iain Watson, Operations Director of Information Superiority; and Lieutenant
General Andrew Figgures CBE, Deputy Chief of Staff (Equipment Capability). We received
written evidence from the Ministry of Defence (MoD), some of the companies involved in
the FRES Initial Assessment Phase, the European Defence Agency and others.”

5. We are grateful to all those who contributed to our inquiry including our specialist
advisers.

1 Defence Committee, Sixth Report of Session 2002-03, A New Chapter to the Strategic Defence Review, HC 93-1
Defence Committee, Fifth Report of Session 2003-04, Defence White Paper 2003, HC 465-

Defence Committee, Fourth Report of Session 2004-05, Future Capabilities, HC 45-|

Defence Committee, Sixth Report of Session 2006-07, The Defence Industrial Strategy: update, HC 177

HC (2006-07) 84

http://www.parliament.uk/parliamentary_committees/defence_committee/def061026__ no__73.cfm
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2 The medium-weight vehicle
requirement

Current armoured vehicle fleet

6. The UK’s Land Forces comprises a mix of heavy and light vehicles.®* Heavy forces, such
as the Challenger 2 tank and the Warrior armoured fighting vehicle, provide the firepower
and protection necessary in high intensity warfare.” Light forces, typically soft skin vehicles,
can be deployed more rapidly than heavy forces but “lack the firepower and protection to
conduct decisive operations against an enemy equipped with armour”.'" The number and
types of armoured fighting vehicles which were in service as at December 2005 is shown in
Table 1.

Capability gap

7. The 1998 Strategic Defence Review (SDR) White Paper made clear the MoD’s policy
that the UK’s Armed Forces should switch from their Cold War posture of static
deployments to a more flexible posture in which forces were capable of being deployed
rapidly on expeditionary war-fighting and peace-support missions. The 2003 Defence
White Paper stated that the Armed Forces should be configured to support this changed
posture and identified the requirement for a medium-weight armoured vehicle fleet to
improve the UK’s ability to undertake expeditionary operations."

8. The MoD’s submission to this inquiry describes its ‘Balanced Force” concept which seeks
to bridge the capability gap between heavy and light forces. It aims to create “a medium
force which provides better protection and firepower than light forces but without the
deployment, logistic and mobility penalties associated with heavy force”.'?

9. The Army’s need for medium-weight armoured vehicles, providing sufficient protection
and mobility, has been highlighted by operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. This was made
clear to us by Service personnel during our visits to Iraq and Afghanistan in the summer of
2006. In South East Iraq, we were told that Snatch Land Rovers were fast and
manoeuvrable but were particularly vulnerable to attack from Improvised Explosive
Devices (IEDs) and Rocket Propelled Grenades (RPGs)."* Similar concerns were expressed
to us during our visit to UK forces deployed in Afghanistan. The vulnerability of the soft
skinned Snatch Land Rover to IEDs is made clear by the fact that, as at December 2006, 24

8 Ev22 para3

9 Ministry of Defence, Delivering Security in a Changing World, Defence White Paper, Cm 6041 - 1, December 2003,
para 4.11

10 Ibid.

11 CM 6041-I

12 Ev 22, parad

13 Defence Committee, Thirteenth Report of Session 2005-06, UK Operations in Iraq, HC 1241, para 51
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Service personnel had been killed in roadside bomb attacks while patrolling in Land Rovers
since 2000."

10. On 6 July 2006, during a debate on Armed Forces Personnel, the Secretary of State for
Defence, Rt Hon Des Browne MP, acknowledged the need to provide Snatch with greater
armoured protection and electronic counter measures."> On 11 July 2006, in evidence given
to us, Mr Browne said that the threat of IEDs

has generated a set of circumstances where...we need to look at whether there is a
need for something between...Snatch Land Rovers as a form of land transport and
the Warrior.'®

On 24 July 2006, the Secretary of State announced that the MoD had procured “around
100” US-made Mastiff and 100 UK-made Vector armoured vehicles to “address the gap
between Warrior and lighter patrol vehicles such as Snatch in the...short term™” (the
procurement of Mastiff and Vector is covered in paragraphs 15-22).

11. The impression that the Army’s current armoured vehicle fleet lacks sufficient
capability for expeditionary operations was reinforced by General Figgures who told us
that recent operational experience in Iraq and Afghanistan had demonstrated that the
Army needs a medium force “in order that we can fight as we would wish to fight”."®

12. The requirement for a new medium-weight fleet of vehicles was identified in the
1998 Strategic Defence Review. The experience of operations in Iraq and Afghanistan
has strengthened the urgent operational need for this requirement. The Snatch Land
Rover is very mobile but has proved vulnerable to attack from Improvised Explosive
Devices and Rocket Propelled Grenades, whereas the Warrior is sufficiently armoured
against most threats but lacks mobility. If the UK is to execute its expeditionary policy
effectively, the Army urgently requires a fleet of vehicles which are rapidly deployable
yet provide sufficient protection for Service personnel.

14 HC Deb, 4 December 2006, col 84W
15 HC Deb, 6 July 2006, col 1009

16 HC (2005-06) 1241, Q 90

17 HCDeb, 24 July 2006, col 75WS

18 Q132
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Table 1: Army’s fighting vehicle fleet

Vehicle Fleet size | Role

Challenger 2 385 Main battle tank

AS 90 146" Self-propelled artillery

Challenger Armoured Repair 81 Repair and recovery vehicle

and Recovery Vehicle

(CHARRV)

Chieftain AVRE/AVLB/ARRV 119 Engineer recovery vehicles

Combat Engineer Tractor (CET) | 73 Used to clear obstacles, dig gun pits, prepare barriers and
tow vehicles

Warrior 793 Infantry fighting vehicle

CVR(T) * 1,255 Roles include engineer recovery, engineer reconnaissance,
armoured ambulance and armoured command vehicle

Shielder 30 Creates anti-tank barriers

FV430 series 1,492 Roles include armoured personnel carrier, recovery and
repair vehicle, mortar carrier and radar vehicle

Saxon 622 Armoured personnel carrier

Fuchs 11 Armoured personnel carrier

Viking 108 Amphibious armoured all-terrain vehicle

Hippo 4 Beach armoured recovery vehicle

Spartan 478 Engineer reconnaissance vehicle

Striker 48 Overwatch and anti-armour guided weapon

Source: MoD?°

*Spartan, Scimitar, Samson, Samaritan and Sultan are variants of the Combat Vehicle Reconnaissance (Tracked)

(CVR(T))

19 As at June 2005 ( http://www.army-technology.com/projects/as90/)

20 Ministry of Defence, Defence Industrial Strategy, CM 6697, December 2005, p 78


















































































